It is now generally accepted that language learners' errors play a crucial role in both the learning process, by allowing the learner to test his hypotheses s about the target language (TL), and in the teaching process, by supplying the teacher with information about what has or has not been mastered (Corder 1967 It we are to consider the effect of errors and the part they play in the learning process, we must look at the role of errors not just in terms of different language learning theories, but also, and as importantly, in terms of the methodology used to teach the TL. If a teacher adopts a strict structuralist methodology, it can be argued that his view of error and his treatment of it is largely predetermined, so that there will be an emphasis on drills and the elimination of errors when they become apparent.
However, the studies that have been made of 'approximative systems' (Nemser 1971) , 'idiosynchratic dialects' (Corder 1967) and 'interlanguages' (Selinker 1972) suffer from major limitations when applied to the classroom. First, as Bell (1974) observes, their analysis of a single learner's interlanguage is both 'impossible and impracticable' because of its transient nature, and furthermore because the teacher is rarely responsible for only one learner. Second, they implicitly emphasize the learner's command of the forms of the language rather than adopt a broader perspective of the learner's ability to communicate in the TL.
Although recent research has moved in a more positive vein towards a consideration of the treatment of error by teachers (Fanselow 1974 , Cathcart and Olsen 1976 , Allwright 1975 , this too has been based on a number of inconsistencies. On the one hand, the behaviourist view of the effect of errors has been rejected, but on the other, their analyses are based on classrooms with a strong structuralist slant, definitely teacher-centred, with a focus on the forms of the language. The result is an emphasis on specific types of error and particular options open to the teacher at given 'crisis points' (Allwright 1975) . There is an implicit assumption that the teacher is the only person to isolate errors and request treatments of them. This is the subject of the first part of this paper.
It we are to consider the effect of errors and the part they play in the learning process, we must look at the role of errors not just in terms of different language learning theories, but also, and as importantly, in terms of the methodology used to teach the TL. If a teacher adopts a strict structuralist methodology, it can be argued that his view of error and his treatment of it is largely predetermined, so that there will be an emphasis on drills and the elimination of errors when they become apparent.
It is probably due to a consideration of this particular method that the elements isolated are errors of form at the expense of the broader problems of self-expression and miscommunication which arise when learners are involved in a communicative event. Furthermore, this method might preclude the types of treatment applied and the points at which they occur. By limiting research to this type of situation, the above-mentioned writers seem to be perpetuating a limited approach to language teaching, and also taking a restricted view of the skills and strategies a learner needs in order to communicate effectively in the TL. This is the subject of the second part of this paper. ' As Richards (1971) Instead, we will deal with a short extract which has been taken from a fifteenminute problem-solving task, in which the participants (a group of four) were trying to agree on an interpretation of the events in a sequence of photo- by what treatments; he also needs to consider by whom. He should take into account, therefore, the learners themselves as potential sources of treatment, both as an ongoing factor during groupwork and through an outside peer observer. In the case of the former, the learners would initially need some direction from the teacher, since as we noted, peer-correction tends to be haphazard when left to its own devices. In the case of using a peer observer, one way of doing this is to appoint an observer for each group to record instances of errors made. This is particularly effective if the observer has been briefed to record occurrences of a specific type of error rather than error 'in general.' In putting both of these strategies into action, the teacher is giving himself the freedom to monitor the learners' overall communication strategies and to check on the areas which would still require attention.
We have argued, then, that the notion of error in non-teacher centred classrooms needs to be fully reconsidered, not only in terms of methodology and treatment but also in terms of the roles adopted by learners and teachers as treaters of errors. Learners can take responsibility for the treatment of 'minor' product-centred errors but this must also be balanced by the teacher's focus on 'major' process-centred errors. Unless overall methodology and the teacher's total treatment strategies are fully considered, it will be impossible to indicate to learners the full significance of the errors they make in relation to the process of communication.
